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DECISION -

The Division of Medical Quality non-adopted the Proposed Decision in this case
and proceeded to decide the case itself upon the record, including the transcript. The
parties were afforded the opportunity to present both written and oral argument before
the Division itself.

Having reviewed the entire matter, the Division now makes this decision:

The attached Proposed Decision of the Administrative Law Judge is hereby
adopted by the Division as its Decision in this case, except that two probation conditions
in the penalty order are amended to read as follows: :
~ Condition No. 1.

. As part of pkobation, respondent ié suspended from the practice of medicine
for 180 days, beginning the effective date of this Decision. Credit up to 90 days shall be -
given for time served in Federal prison under the Federal conviction. For example, if
respondent actually served six months in prison, he shall be suspended for 90 days."

(As currently'Written, condition No. 1 is ambiguous and uncertain.)



Condition No. 11.

"11. If respondent violates probation in any respect, the Division, after giving
respondent notice and opportunity to be heard, may revoke probation and carry out the
disciplinary order that was stayed. If an accusation or petition to revoke probation is filed
against respondent during probation, the Division shall have continuing jurisdiction until
the matter is final, and the period of probation shall be extended until the matter is final.

"Upon successful completion of probation and carry out the disciplinary order that
was stayed.”

(As currently written, condition No. 11 leaves out the second sentence in model condition
#34 providing for continuing jurisdiction in the event charges are filed for violation of
probation.) ' -

Except for the above tWo condition changes, the remainder of the penalty order
in the Proposed Decision is adopted in full.

The effective date of this Decision shall be April 1. 1993

So ordered March 2, 1993

DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY

 MEDICAL BOARD OF CALIEORNIA '
Y \_ o
. By 7N\ 2 AL

_THERESA CLAASSEN, Secretary-Treasurer




: BEFORE THE
MEDICAL BOARD OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Accusation

Against:

STEFAN SNYDER, M.D. No. D-4088
aka Stefan Sznajder, M.D. ‘

11941 Wilshire Boulevard 1.-48408

)

)

)

)

)

)

Suite 3 )
Los Angeles, CA 90025 )
= )

Physician's and Surgeon's )
Certificate No. A38489, )
' : )

and )

)

STEFAN SNYDER, M.D. )
dba Alpha Health Care )
Medical Group. )

)

)

)

)

)

Fictitious Name Permit
No. P-13531,

Respondents.

PROPOSED DECISION

This matter was heard by Rosalyn M. Chapman,
Administrative Law Judge of the Office of Administrative
Hearings, at Los Angeles, California, on December 17, December
18, December 19, and December 20, 1991. Complainant was
represented by Elisa B. Wolfe, Deputy Attorney General.

" Respondent was present throughout the trial and was represented
by Ronald S. Marks and Henry H. Rossbacher, Attorneys at Law.



At the trial, the Accusation was amended, as follows:

At page 5, lines 1 through 4 were. strlcken and in thelr
stead, the follow1ng was alleged: :

"l1l. On or about March 10, 198%, in the case entitled
United States of America v. Stefan Snyder, M.D.,

United States District Court for the Central District
of California, case no. CR88-739(B)-SVW, respondent
plead [sic] guilty to two counts of felony mail fraud
(18 U.S.C. Section 1341l); on or about May 5, 1989,
pursuant to respondent's plea of guilty, respondent was
convicted on the aforementioned counts of mail fraud."

And at page 5, line 8,.the date "March 1989" was stricken and in
its stead, the date "July 1988" was inserted.

Stipulated, oral and documentary evidence having been
received and the matter submitted, the Administrative Law Judge
finds, as follows: .

FINDINGS OF FACT

‘1. The Accusation was made by Kenneth J. Wagstaff
solely in his official capacity as Executive Director, Board of
Medical Quality Assurance, the predecessor agency to the Medical
Board (hereafter Board), State of California.

2. On or about June 7, 1982, the Board issued
physician's and surgeon's certificate no. A38489 to Stefan
Sznajder, M.D. On or about January 10, 1986, Stefan Sznajder,
M.D., changed his name on the Board's records to Stefan Snyder,
M.D. (hereafter respondent). Said license is in full force and
effect.

3. On or about February 24, 1987, the Board issued
fictitious name permit no. P-13531 to respondent d01ng business
an Alpha Health Care Medical Group.. Said permit is in full force
and effect. :

4. Respondent was born SiiNENENEEENS, in Poland.
He attended medical school in Poland, receiving a medical degree
in 1975. Thereafter, he completed an one year medical
internship, rotating through surgery, gynecology, and internal
medicine. Respondent began an internal medicine residency in
1975, but did not complete it because he left Poland to live in
Sweden. Respondent lived in Sweden for one year. Sometime in
1977 or 1978 respondent moved to Germany. While in Germany,
respondent practiced medicine; completed another one year
internship in internal medicine; and again began a residency,
this time in gynecology, but failed to complete it.



5. Respondent immigrated to the United States in 1980,
and was given political refugee status. Respondent intensively
studied English, and shortly thereafter passed the Federal
Licensing Examination (FLEX) for foreign medical graduates In
June 1982, respondent completed an one year internship in
radiation therapy and internal medicine at the Wadsworth
Veterans' Administration Hospital in Los Angeles. Respondent has
not completed a residency program. :

6., In the fall of 1982 respondent obtained a job as a
physician with the Allen Medical Group in San Gabriel,
California, where he practiced medicine for three or four years.
While employed by the Allen Medical Group, respondent practiced
weight control medicine, personal injury medicine and general .
medicine. After practicing medicine for two years or so with the
Allen Medical Group, and while continuing with that group,
respondent set up his own medical office and began to see private
patients in the evenings and on weekends. In 1986, respondent
left the Allen Medical Group and went into private practice as a
full time solo . practitioner

Mail Fraud Conviction:

7. A. On or about March 10, 1989, in the case entitled
United - States of America v. Stefan Snyder, M.D., United States
District Court for the Central District of California, case no.
CR88-739(B)-SVW, respondent pleaded guilty to two counts: of
felony mail fraud (18 U.S.C..Code Section-1341); and on or about
May 5, 1989, pursuant to respondent's plea of guilty, respeondent
was convicted of the aforementioned counts of mail fraud. :

B. As to one count, the District Court sentenced
respondent to six months in a federal prison, and, as to the
other count, suspended imposition of sentence and placed
respondent on probation for five years, consecutive to his
imprisonment, under certain terms and conditions, including that
he pay a $50,000.00 fine (in such amounts as determined by the
probation office), make available his financial records upon
request by the probation office, and complete 1,000. hours of
community service (as approved by the probation office).

8. The facts and circumstances underlying respondent's
conviction involve respondent's participation in an ongoing
scheme, from at least August 1987 and continuing through July
1988, to defraud insurance companies. As part of the insurance
fraud scheme, respondent; in his capacity as a physician,
prepared and/or disseminated medical records, reports, and bills
for persons who falsely claimed injuries from non-existent
automobile accidents. In connection with the insurance fraud
scheme, respondent conducted two or three medical examinations of
these "accident" participants and then generated false patient
reports, which contained data, observations, and findings that

3



respondent never looked for, detected, or determined. Also in
connection with the insurance fraud scheme, respondent prepared
false medical reports regarding the phys1cal conditions of staged
accident participants, which reports attested to the existence of
such false data, observations, and findings. In furtherance of
the insurance fraud scheme, respondent prepared, or arranged for
the preparatlon of, false medlcal bills which assessed fees for
medical services to staged acc1dent participants, which services
were not in fact provided. '

9. As part of the insurance fraud scheme, respondent
paid vladamir Grishim (hereafter Grishim), a co-defendant with
respondent in the original federal indictment, to refer accident
victims to him. Respondent paid Grishim and others $500.00 for
referral to him of an accident victim who had an attorney
handling the personal injury claim, and $1,000 for the referral
to him of an accident victim who did not yet have an attorney
handling the personal injury claim. As to the latter accident
victims, respondent then arranged for an attorney to represent
the accident victim in the personal 1njury matter, at an added
fee to respondent During the time in which respondent was
involved in the insurance fraud scheme, Grishim referred nine to
thirteen accident "cases" to him for medlcal treatment; and
several of these accident "cases" involved more than one accident
victim. Respondent suspected that some of the accident victims
referred to him by Grishim were not involved in real automobile:
accidents, and respondent admitted this to an-investigator for
the Department of Insurance of the State of California (hereafter
the Department) on or about March 16; 1989.

: 10. Respondent's conviction, and the facts and
circumstances underlying it, are substantlally related to the
duties, gqualifications.or functions of a physician and surgeon,
within the meaning of Title 16 California Code of Regulations
(CCR) "Section 1360, in that the conviction, and its underying
facts, separately, show respondent's present unfitness to be
llcensed as a physician and surgeon.

Dispensing Phentermine:

11. On or about July 20, 1987, the Department began an
undercover investigation of respondent's medical practice to
determine whether he was involved in insurance fraud. As part of
the undercover investigation, the Department employed Henry Avina
(hereafter Avina), one of its employees, as an undercover
operative.

12. 1In his capacity as an undercover operative, Avina
arranged with Grishim to pose as an accident victim,-and, as an
accident victim, Avina visited respondent at his medical office
on three occasions:



A. Avina's first visit to respondent at his medical
office occurred on November 23, 1987, when Grishim took Avina
there. On this first visit, respondent obtained a medical
history from Avina, and asked him questions about his automobile
accident; but respondent did not perform a good faith medical
examlnatlon of Avina.

B. Avina's second visit to respondent at his medical
office occurred on January 7, 1988. Avina and respondent again
discussed Avina's automobile accident; but, again, respondent dld
not perform a good faith medical examlnatlon of Avina.

C. Avina's third visit to respondent at his medical
office occurred on March 4, 1988. On this occasion, Avina, who
had previously informed respondent that he was a truck driver,
.requested pills from respondent to stay awake on an upcoming
trucking job. In response to this request, respondent gave Avina
fourteen (14) tablets of Phentermine HCI 8 milligrams. -
Respondent gave the Phentermine tablets to Avina without a good
faith prior examination and without medical indication therefor.
Avina's request for pills to help him stay awake while driving
does not constitute medical indication for the dispensing of
Phentermine to Avina. Moreover, respondent was aware that the
dispensing of the Phentermine tablets to Avina was not medically
indicated, and was unprofessional; he requested Avina not to tell
others that he received these tablets and not to misuse them.

13. Respondent's dispensing of the Phentermine to Avina
was, to a large extent, motivated by respondent's sympathy and
compassion for Avina, who had told respondent of his financial
woes, and respondent's belief that Avina needed to stay employed
as a truck driver in order to support his family. It was not
established that respondent received additional payment for the
Phentermine tablets, or billed Avina for them. Respondent's
improper dispensing of the Phentermine tablets to Avina, who was
not a weight control patient, appears to be an isolated incident.

: 14. Phentermine is a dangerous drug within the meaning
of Business and Professions Code (BPC) Section 4211 and a
Schedule IV controlled substance within the meaning of Health and
Safety Code (HSC) Section 11057(f)(2).

15. . Phentermine is a medication dispensed by respondent
to weight control patients. It is usually prescribed to be taken
three times daily, before each meal, as an appetite suppressant.
Phentermine comes in different dosages: An 8 milligram tablet is
the lowest available dosage; 15 milligram, 30'milligram, and 37.5
milligram capsules are also available. It is unlikely that a
drug dependent person would select an 8 milligram tablet of
Phentermine as the drug of choice.



Additional Findings:

'16. While involved in the insurance fraud scheme, only
ten percent of respondent's medical patients were accident '
victims. The remainder of his practice was a weight control
clinic. In March 1988, respondent voluntarily stopped accepting
new accident victims as patients, although he continued to
"treat" those he had already seen.

17. Respondent served his prison term at the federal
institution in Lompoc, California. He was released from that
prison on November 15, 1989. While respondent was in prison, his
wife arranged for other physicians to substitute for him so that
his offices did not close.

_ 18. Respondent continues on probation, and is in
compliance with probation. However, to date, respondent has paid .
less than $2,000 toward the $50,000.00 fine and respondent has
performed less than 200 hours of community service toward the
1,000 hours required.

’19. As part of his probation, respondent was reguired
by his probation officer to participate in a short term (two
~months) group therapy program following his release from federal
prison to help him reintegrate into society.

20. Since his release from prison, respondent has
continued his medical practlce as a solo practitioner.
Respondent has three offices in the greater Los Angeles area, and
works at each office approximately 1-1/2 days per week. The
majority of respondent's patients are seeking to lose weight.
Respondent has designed a weight loss program which focuses on
diet, short tetrm use of appetite suppressants (primarily
Phentermlne), and phy51cal activity. Respondent has no hospital
privileges.

21l. 'In order to assure to that his weight control
practice, and his dispensing of Phentermine and other controlled
substances, is in compliance with California and federal law,. in
May 1989, respondent hired a pharmacist-consultant who reviewed
his office procedures and made suggestions to him, which
respondent incorporated, to assure legal compliance.

22. After arriving in the United States, respondent
became active in the Southern California Polish-American
community, obtaining political and public support for the
Solidarity Movement. Respondent is well-known in, and well-
regarded by, the Polish-American community of Southern
California.’



23. Respondent has been married for thirteen years, and
is the father of two children. Respondent and his wife, whom he
met in Sweden, are from the same town in Poland. They appear to
have a close, loving relationship. Respondent's wife was
extremely dlstressed by respondent's conviction and attendant
loss of face in the Polish-American community of Southern
California.

24. Respondent expresses remorse about his conduct,
but is not completely open or candid about his role in the
insurance fraud scheme; he seems reluctant to admit the full
extent of his participation in that scheme. Respondent attempts
to portray himself as a victim of Grishim's dishonesty and
pressure, rather than to admit his own greed. And it does not
appear that respondent has been completely forthrlght with his
friends and supporters about his role in the insurance fraud
scheme. Almost universally, respondent's friends believe that he
was a "victim", whose conduct does not reflect adversely upon his
profess1onallsm as a doctor.

25. Perhaps respondent' s lack of candor is due to hlS
embarrassment (as appears to be his wife's primary and -
overwhelming response). But respondent must be able to
completely acknowledge his role in, and responsibility for, the
insurance fraud scheme in order to rehabilitate himself. In this
regard, individual therapy for respondent, to help him ’
acknowledge his actions, would serve a useful rehabilitative
purpose. ' :

* * * * *

Pursuant to the foregoing Findings of Fact, the
Administrative Law Judge makes the following Determlnatlon of
Issues:

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. Grounds exist to revoke or suspend respondent's
license to act as a physician and surgeon pursuant to Business
and Professions Code (BPC) -Sections 490 and 2236 in that
respondent has been convicted of a crime substantially related to .
the duties, qualifications or functions of a physician and
surgeon, as set forth in Findings 2 and 7-10 above.

2. Additional grounds exist to revoke or suspend
respondent's license to act as a physician and surgeon pursuant
to BPC Sections 2220 and 2227 in that respondent has acted
unprofessionally in that he violated BPC Section 2234(e) by
acting dishonestly and fraudulently, as set forth in Findings 2
and 8-10 above.



3. Grounds also exist to revoke or suspend
respondent's license to act as a physician and surgeon pursuant
to BPC Sections 2220 and 2227 in that respondent has conducted
himself unprofe551onally in that he violated BPC Sections 2261
and 2262 by preparing false medical reports, as set forth in
Findings 2, 8 and 9 above.

4. Other grounds exist to revoke or suspend
respondent's llcense to act as a physician and surgeon pursuant
to BPC Sections 2220 and 2227 in that respondent acted
unprofessionally in that he violated BPC Section 2242(a) by
dispensing dangerous drugs without a good faith prior medical
examination and without medical indication therefor based on
Findings 2 and 11-15 above

5. Respondent is not rehabllltated from his conv1ct10n
and 1ts underlying dishonest acts, based on Findings 16-25 above.

6. The Order in this case glves respondent a three (3)
months period to work toward completlon of his criminal
probationary term of community service, to take a medical ethics
course, to select and obtain approval of a monitor, to start
psychotherapy (if he chooses), and generally to take positive
rehabilitative steps. Respondent has been practicing without
probatlonary superv151on for two years, since his release from
prison, and has not, in that time, acted unprofessionally. Thus,
outright revocation of respondent's license does not seem
necessary to protect the public.

7. Grounds exist to revoke the fictitious name permit
issued to respondent pursuant to BPC section 2415(f), based on
Flndlngs 2 and 3 and Conclusions of Law Nos. 1-4, separately,
~and for all.

* X * * *

WHEREFORE, THE FOLLOWING ORDER is heréby made:
ORDER

A. Physician's and Surgeon's Certlflcate No. A38489
issued to respondent Stefan Snyder, M.D., aka Stefan Sznajder, is
revoked, based upon Conclusions of Law Nos. 1-3, separately, and
for all. Physician's and Surgeon's Certificate No. A38489,
issued to respondent Stefan Snyder, M.D., aka Stefan Sznajder, is
suspended for one year, based upon Conclusion of Law No. 4. Said
revocation and suspension shall run concurrently; provided, :
however, that both shall be stayed and respondent shall be placed
on probation for five (5) years upon the following terms and
conditions:



1. As part of probation, respondent is suspended from
the practice of medicine. for three (3) months or 180 days,
beginning the effective date of this Decision.

2. Respondent shall maintain a record of all
controlled substances prescribed, dispensed or administered by
him during probation, which record shall show the following:

a) the name and address of the patient; b) the date; c) the
character and quantity of controlled substances involved; and

d) the indications and diagnosis for which the controlled
substance was ordered. Respondent shall keep these records in a
separate file or ledger, in chronological order, and shall make
them available for inspection by the D1v1s10n s designee upon
request

3. Respondent shall not directly bill any insurance
company, employer, or party other than the patient (or parent or
guardian, if the patient is a minor or conservatee), for services
provided to patients.

4. Within ninety (90) days from the effective date of
this Decision, respondent shall submit to the Division for its
prior approval a course in ethics, which respondent shall
successfully complete during the period of suspension.

5. Within ninety (90) days from the effective date of
this Decision, respondent shall submit to the Division, for its
prior approval, a plan of practice in which his practice shall be
monitored by another physician in respondent's field of practice,
who shall provide periodic reports to the Division, as directed.
If the monitor resigns or is no longer available, respondent
shall, within fiftéen (15) days, move to have a new monitor
app01nted through nomination by respondent and approval by the
Division.

4 6. Respondent shall obey all federal, state and local
laws, and all rules governing the practice of med1c1ne in
Callfornla

7. Respondent shall submit quarterly declarations
under penalty of perjury on forms provided by the Division,
stating whether there has been compllance with all the conditions
of probation.

8. Respondent shall comply with the Division's
' probatlon surveillance program.

9. Respondent shall appear in person for interviews
Wlth the Division's medical consultant upon request at various
intervals and with reasonable notice.



10. The period of probation shall not run during the
time respondent is residing or practicing outside California.
If, during probation, respondent leaves California to reside or
practice elsewhere, he shall immediately notify the Divisioen in
writing of the dates of departure and return, if any.

11. If respondent violates probation in any respect,
the Division, after giving respondent notice and an opportunity
to be heard, may revoke probation and carry out the disciplinary
order that was stayed.

Upon successful completion of probation, respondent's
certificate shall be fully restored.

' B. Fictitious Name Permit No. P-13531 issued to
respondent Stefan Snyder, dba Alpha Health Care Medical Group, is
hereby revoked, based on Conclusion of Law No. 7, but said
revocation is stayed and the permit is placed on probation for
five (5) years provided respondent complies with the terms and
conditions set forth above in paragraph A of this Order.

Dated: Qanwan 17,(99> |
/ ’ XfZ@"%%-ML;

ROSALYN M. CHAPMAN

Administrative Law Judge
Office of Administrative Hearings

RMC:1f
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BEFORE THE DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY
MEDICAL BOARD OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Accusation )
Against: )
)

Stefan Snyder, M.D. ) D-4088
Certificate # A-38489 )
)
Respondent. )
)

ORDER DELAYING DECISION

Pursuant to section 11373 of the Government Code, the Division
of Medical Quality, finding that a further delay is required by
special circumstances, hereby issues this order delaying the
decision for no more than 30 days from February 5, 1993 (when the
90 day period expires) to March 5, 1993 .

The reason for the delay are as follows: This case is on the
agenda for the Division’s meeting on February 4, 1993. Therefore,
the Division needs additional time to re-draft the decision and to

effect service on the parties.

John Lan a

Chief - forcement
Enforcement Program
Division of Medical Quality

DATED: January 14, 1993




BEFORE THE DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY
' MEDICAL BOARD OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Accusation )
Against: )
) No. D-4088
STEFAN SNYDER, M.D. )
Certificate No. A-38489 )
)
) NOTICE OF NON-ADOPTION
)

Respondent. OF PROPOSED DECISION

NOTICE TO ALL PARTIES:

YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED that the Division of Medical Quality
voted not to adopt the Proposed Decision recommended in this case.
The Division itself will now decide the case upon the record,
including the transcript.

To order a copy of the transcript, please contact the
Transcript Clerk, Office of Administrative Hearings, 314 West First
Street, Los Angeles, CA 95814, (213) 897-4542.

After the transcript has been prepared, the Division will send
you notice of the deadline date to file your written argument.
Your right to argue on any matter is not limited; however, no new
evidence will be considered. The Division 1is particularly
interested in arguments on why a different decision should not be
made,

In addition to written argument, oral argument may be
scheduled if any party files, with the Division within 20 days from
the date of this notice, a written request for oral argument. If
a timely request is filed, the Division will serve all parties with
written notice of the time, date and place of the hearing.

Please remember to serve the opposing party with a copy of
your written argument and any other papers you might file with the
Division. The mailing address of the Division is as follows:

Division of Medical Quality
Medical Board of California

1430 Howe Ave., Suite 100
Sacramento, CA 95825

Dated: April 9, 1992 Division of Medical ayity
Medical Board gf CaZifornia

Rev:kk:1/92 By /:{Q%%047 <
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ORDER OF THE DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY
OF THE MEDTCAY, BOARD OF CALIFORNIA

HAVING READ THE MARCH 26, 1991 PETITION filed in Board

Case No. D-4088 and having considered the relevant facts and

circumstances surrounding the issuance of the Division’s Decision

in this matter,
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

(1) the March 20, 1991 decision of the Division of Medical
Quality of the Medical Board of California in Board Case No.
D-4088 be vacated, and

(2) Board Case No. D-4088 be remanded to the Office of
Administrative Hearings for a new administrative hearing
before an administrative law judge other than the Honorable

- Paul M. Hogan.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED THAT the Exhibits lodged with the

Office of Administrative Hearings be returned to the parties,

THIS ORDER SHALL BECOME EFFECTIVE IMMEDIATELY.

ON THIS <3 DAY OF Aw-\'l , 1991, IT IS sO
i

ORDERED IN THE MATTER OF THE ACCUSATION.

STEFAN SNYDER, M.D.,
aka STEFAN SZNAJDER, M.D.
11941 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 3 DIWISION OF MEDICHL QUALITY
Los Angeles, CA 90025
Physicians & Surgeons Certificate No. A-38489
and
STEFAN SNYDER, M.D., dba
ALPHA HEALTH CARE MFEDICAL GROUP
Fictitious Name Permit
No. P-13531 Respondents.

By -44&&0“.74- u&ﬁfﬁa_

D-4088
L-48408
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: BEFORE THE
DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY
BOARD OF MEDICAL QUALITY ASSURANCE -
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
STATE OF CALIFORNIA '

In the Matter of the Accusation)
‘Against:
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STEFAN SNYDER, M.D., :
aka STEFAN SZNAJDER, M.D.
11941 Wilshire Blvd., Ste. 3
Los Angeles, CA 90025
Physician’s and Surgeon’s
Certificate No. A38489,

No. D-4088

L,-48408

and

- STEFAN SNYDER, M.D.,
dba ALPHA HEALTH CARE
MEDICAL GROUP .
Fictitious Name Pernit
No. P-13531,

Respondent.

DECISION

The attached Proposed Decision of the Administrative Law
Judge is hereby adopted by the Medical Board of California as its
Decision in the above-entitled matter.

This Decision shall become effective on-Aprill9,]991 .

IT IS SO ORDERED March 20, 1991 .

THERESA CLAASSEN, Secretary-Treasurer

btm



; BEFORE THE
DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY
BOARD OF MEDICAL QUALITY ASSURANCE .
DEPARTMENT OF -CONSUMER AFFAIRS
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Accusation

Against:

STEFAN SNYDER, M.D., No. D-4088
aka STEFAN SZNAJDER, M.D.

11941 Wilshire Blvd., Ste. 3

Los Angeles, CA 90025 L-48408

" Physician’s and Surgeon’s
Certificate No. A38489,

STEFAN .SNYDER, M.D.,
dba ALPHA HEALTH CARE
MEDICAL GROUP
Fictitious Name Permit

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

_ )

and . A )
' )
)

)

)

No. P-13531, )
)

)

)

)

)

Respondent

PROPOSED DECISION

This matter came on regularly for hearing before
Paul M. Hogan, Administrative Law Judge of the Office of
Administrative Hearings, at Los Angeles, California, on
November 28, 29 and 30, 1990. \

Complainant was represented by Elisa B. Wolfe, Deputy
Attorney General. Respondent appeared personally and was
represented by Moton Holt, attorney at law.

Evidence, both oral and documentary, was presented and
the matter was submitted for decision. The Administrative Law

Judge makes the following findings of fact:



1. Complainant, Kenneth J. Wagstaff, filed the
accusation solely in his official capacity as Executive Director
of the Board of Medical Quality Assurance of the State of
California. The Board is the predecessor in interest of the
Medical Board of California. The latter Board has succeeded to
all the statutory obligations, rights and powers vested by .
statute in its predecessor and is charged with the enforcement of
the Medica Practice Act. ‘

2. At all times herein mentloned Stefan Snyder
was and is licensed to practice medicine w1th1n the State of
California by virtue of Certificate No. A38489 heretofore issued
by the predecessor Board to respondent under the name of Stefan
Sznajder, M.D.

3. Pursuant to Fictitious Name Permit No. P-13531,
respondent is authorized to practice medicine and do business

under the fictitious name and style of ALPHA HEALTH CARE MEDICAL
GROUP.

4. On May 5, 1989, respondent was convicted on his
plea of guilty to two counts of felony mail fraud in violation of
Section 1341 of Title 18, United States Code. As a consequence
of this conviction, respondent was sentenced to six months
imprisonment, a $50,000 fine, and five years probation,
commencing on May 5, 1989.

5. Respondent’s conviction resulted from his
involvement in a well-orchestrated scheme to stage fictitious
automobile accidents, bodily injury, medical treatment and
physical therapy all to serve as fraudulent bases for billing
-automobile liability insurance carriers.

6. In furtherance of this schene, respondent performed
mlnlmal highly cursory physical examinations of persons posing
as patlents, each of whom was essentially an actor in a staged
- automobile accident. He then prepared false patient records and
false medical reports based thereon. All for all of this,
respondent prepared and submitted false billings.

UNJUSTIFIED PRESCRIBING -

) 7. On March 4, 1988, California Department of

Insurance Special Investigator Henry Avina, working undercover as
a staged accident participant under the assumed name of Jesse
Mami» (also called "Jesus"), received fourteen tablets of
Phentermine HC1l 8 mg. from respondent. Respondent dlspensed
these tables without having conducted a good faith prior medical
examination of Av1na, and without any medical 1nd1catlon
therefor.



8. Phentermine is a Class IV restricted drug which
affects. the central nervous system as a stimulant and which is
used as an appetite suppressant. If is not clear that this drug
is 1nherently unsafe for self-medication.

RESPONDENT'S CASE

9. Respondent was born in Poland on
Sl oraduated there from medical school in 1975 and came to the
United States in 1979. After taklng the requlred examlnatlon, he
was licensed to practice medicine in this state in 1982. He is a
general practitioner who has concentrated in internal medicine,
although not board-certified in that specialty.

10. Respondent claims not to have been aware that the -
patient cases which lead to his conviction were bogus.

- Yet, each of these cases involved an attorney, or the
attorney’s "admlnlstrator" and the use of an intermediary who
owed respondent money (his co-defendant, Grishin). And while
claiming ignorance, respondent admits suspectlng that "some" of
the claims were baseless. Moreover, respondent. checked with some
of his colleagues in the medical profession on the subject of
staged claims, and was informed that "... it was highly unlikely
that an automobile accident contalnlng four people would be
legitimate."

11. 'Respondent’s evidence is not persuasive.
MISCELLANEOUS

_ 12. All evidence contained in the accusation upon
which no spec1flc flndlngs have been made herelnabove have not -
been proved.

DETERMINATTION OF ISSUES

1. The physician’s and surgeon’s certificate
heretofore issued to respondent is subject to discipline
pursuant to Business and Professions Code Sections 2234 and
2220 as follows:

a. For unprofessional conduct within the meaning
of Section 2236(a) of said Code because of his conviction of a
criminal offense substantially related to the qualifications,
functions, and duties of a physician and surgeon within the
meaning of Section 490 of said Code.

b. For unprofe551onal conduct in preparing false
medical reports within the meaning of Section 2261 of said Code,
and in preparing false patient records as described in Sections
2261 and 2262 thereof.



- ¢. For dishonest and corrupt acts substantially
related to the duties, quallflcatlons and functions of a
phy5101an and surgeon as defined in Section 2234(e) of the Code
arising from his preparation and submission of false medical
reports, patient records and billings.

2. Respondent’s said certificate is subject to
discipline, separately and severally, for each basis of
discipline set forth in paragraphs 1(a), (b), and (c) above, and
each of them. :

3. Other bases of discipline charged in the accusation
on file herein have not been established by the flndlngs.

ORDER
Physician’s and Surgeon’s Certificate No. A38489

and Fictitious Name Permit No. F-13531 heretofore issued to
respondent Stefan Snyder, M.D. are, and each 1s, hereby revoked.

QM 34/991

Administrative Law Judge
Office of Administrative Hearings

PMH:btm
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REDACTED

JOHN K. VAN DE KAMP

Attorney General of the State of California
ELISA B. WOLFE

Deputy Attorney General

3580 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 800

Los Angeles, California 90010

Telephone: (213) 736-2012

AttorneysAfor Complainant

BEFORE THE
DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY
BOARD OF MEDICAIL, QUALITY ASSURANCE
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Accusation
Against:

Board Case No. _D-4088

-,

STEFAN SNYDER, M.D.,

aka STEFAN SZNAJDER, M.D.
11941 Wilshire Blvd., Ste. 3
Los Angeles, CA 90025
Physician’s and Surgeon'’s
Certificate No. A38489,

ACCUSATION

STEFAN SNYDER, M.D., dba
ALPHA HEALTH CARE '
MEDICAL GROUP
Fictitious Name Permlt
No. P-13531,

Respondent.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
and )
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

KENNETH J. WAGSTAFF (”Complainant"), for causes for
discipline, alleges: | |
| I
1. Complainant makes and files this accusation in his

OfflClal capaCLty as Executlve Director, Board of Medical Quallty

Assurance, Department of Consumer Affalrs.
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RESPONDENT'S LICENSE HISTORY

[ ——

2.' On or about June 7, 1982, the Board of Medical
Quality Assurance issued, pursuant to Business and Professions
Code sections 2005, 2050, Physician'’s and Surgeonfs Certificate
No. A38489 to STEFAN SZNAJDER, M.D.. Said certificate was, at
all times mentioned herein, and is in full force and effect.

3. On or about dénuary 10, 1986, STEFAN SZNAJDER,
M.D., changed his name on his Board of MedicallQuality Assurance
records to STEFAN SNYDER; M.D.

4, On or ébout February 24, 1987, the BMQA issued
Fictitibus'Name Permit No. P-13531 to STEFAN SNYDER, ‘M.D., a sole
practitioner, doing business as ALPHA HEALTH CARE MEDICAL GROUP.
Said permit was, all times mentioﬂed herein; and is in full forcé

and effect.

IIY

5. Business and Professions Code section 2220 requires-
that the Division of Medical Quality of the Board of Medical
Quality Assurance shall enforce and administer the provisions of
Article 12Y of the Medical Practice Acﬁy as -to all holders of
physician’s and sﬁrgeon’s certificates. ‘
/
/
/

1. Business and Professions Code sections 2220-2319.

2. Business and Professions Code section 2000 et seq.
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6. Business and Professions Code section 2234 states in

relevant part that:

”The.Division of Medical Quality shall take action
against any licensee who is charged with unprofessional
conduct, In addition to other provisions of this article,
unprofessional conduct includes, but is not limited to, the
following:

(e) The commission of any act involving‘dishonesty br »
corruption which is substantially related to the
qualifications, functions, or duties of a physician and
surgéoh. ' |

. . -”.

7. Businéss and Professions Code section 2236 provides

in pertinent part that:

"(é) The conviction of any offense substantially

" related to the qualifications, functions, or duties of a
physician and surgeon constitutes unprofessional conduct
within the meaning of this chapter. The record of conviction
shall be cbnclﬂsive evidence only of the factAthat the |
conviction occurred;'

(b) The division may inquire into the circumstances’
surrounding the éommission of the crime in order to fix
the degree of discipline or to determine if such conviction
is of an offenéé substantially related to the
qualifiéations, functions, or duties of a physiéian and

surgeon. A plea or verdict of guilty or a conviction
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following a plea of nolo cqntenderé made to a charge
substantially related to the qualifications, functions,
"or duties of a.physician and surgeon is deemed to be a
qonviétion within-fhe meaning of thié section..

(c) Diécipline may be ordered in accordance with
section 2227, . . . whgh the time for appeal has elapsed, or
the judgment'of conviction has been affirmed on appeal, or
when an order granting probation is made suspending the
imposition of sentence, . . .”

8. 4Business and Professions Code section 490 allows a
board_to "suspend or revoke a licehse on the ground that the
licensee has been convicted ofra crime, if the cfime is sub-
stantially related to the'qualifications, functions, or duties of
the business or profess1on for which the license was issued. . .”

'9. Business and ProfeSSLOns Code section 2261 declares
that, "Knowingly making or SLgnlng any certificate or other i

document directly or indirectly related to the practice of

‘medicine or podiatry which falsely represents the existence or

nonexistence of a state of facts, constitutes unprofeésionalv
conduct.

| 10. Business and Professions Code sectidn‘2262 states
in part thét; "creating any false medical record, with fraudulent
intent, cOnstitufes unprofessional conduct.”

7/

/
/
/
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11, Omn or about May 1, 1989, STEFAN SNYDER, M.D.

(“respondent”), pled éuilty to, and hence was convicted of two
counts of Felony Mail Fraud (18 U.S.C. section 1341).°

| 12. The facts and circumstances behind the conviction
involved respondent'c participation in an ongoing scheme to
defraud insurance companies, from at least as early as August
1987 and continuing at least through March 1989. As part of said

scheme, respondent, in his capacity as a physician, prepared

‘and/or disseminated medical records, reports, and bills for

persons who falsely claimed-injuries from nonexistent car -
accidents.

13. In connection with séidlinsurance.fraud schenme,
respondent gave only cursory medical examinations to these
“staged accident” participants. He then generated false pétient

records for the staged accident participants. These false !

patient records contained data, observations, aﬁd findings that

respondent never looked for, detected, or determined.

14. Also in-connectioh with the inéurance fraud
scheme, respcndentbprepared false medical reports regarding the
physical condition of staged accident participants. Said reports
attested to the existence of said false data, observations, and
find;ngs.

15. In furtherénce of the‘insurance fraud scheme,
respondent prepared, or arranged for the preparation of, false
medical bills which assessed fees for medical services to staged

accident participants, which services in fact were not provided.
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16. Respondent’s conviction éf two counts of feiony'
mail fraud, albng with the facts and circumstances behind said
conviction, constitutes unprofessional conduct under Business and
Profeésions Code section 2236(a). Such unprofessional conduct is
grounds for disciplinary action against respondent’s physician's
and surgeon'’s certificate pursuant to Business énd Professions
Code sections 2234,. 2220. |

17. ReSpondeht's-conviction éonstitutes érounds to
suspend or revoke respondent’s»physician's and surgeon's
certificate pursuant.to Business and Professions Code section
490.

18. Respondent’'s preparation of falsevmedical reports
and medical bills constitutes unprofessional conduct under
Business and Professions Code section 2261. Such unprofessional
conduct is grounds to take disciplinary action against
respondent’s physician’s and surgeon's certificate undér Business
and Professions Code section 2234, 2220.

19. Respondent’s preparation of false patient recordé
constitutes unprofessional conduct under Business and Professions
Code sections 2261, 2262. Said unprofessional conduct is grounds
to take disciplingry_action against respondent'’s physician’é and

surgeon’s certificate pursuant to Business and Professions Code

‘sections 2234, 2220.

20. Respondent’s acts and omissions set forth in
paragraphs 12, 13, 14, and 15 are dishonest and/or corrupt acts
substantially related to the qualifications, functions, and/or

duties of a physician and surgeon,land thereby constitute
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unprofessional'coﬁduct under Business and Profeséions Code
section 2234(e). Such unprofeSsional.conduct is grounds to take
disciplinary action against respondent’s physician’s and
surgeon's certificate pursuant to Business and Professions Code

sections 2234, 2220.

v
21. Business and Professions Code section 2242(a)
declares that, ”Prescribiﬁg, dispeﬁsing, or furnishing dange:ous
drugs aS'defiged in section 4211 without a gbod faith priorx
examination and medical indication theréfor, constitutes
unpfofessional conduct.”
22. Business and Professions Code section 4211
provides in relevént part that:
| #~Dangerous drug’ means any.diug unsafe for self-
medication, except veterinary drugs which are labeled as !
such, and includes the following: T
(a) Any drug which bears the legend: ‘Caution:l
federal law prohibits'dispenéing without prescription’
or words of similar import. o
‘ (c) Any other drug or device which by federal or
state law can be lawfully dispensed only on

prescription or furnished pursuant to Section 4240."
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23. }On or about March 7, 1989, Califprnia Department
of Insurance Special Investigator Henry Aﬁina, working undercover
as a stagéd accident participant named Jesus (”Jesse".) M‘
ieceived fourteen (14) tablets of Phentermine HCl1l 8 mg,'from,
respondent. Respondent gave said tablets to Speéial Investigator
Avina without a good faith prior mediCai examinafion and without
a medical indication therefor.

. 24. Respondent'’s prescribing, dispensing, and
furnishing of Phentexmine HCl 8 mg., a danéerous drug underxr
Business and Professions Code sectioﬂ 4211, without a good faith
pﬁiof medical examination and without a medical indication
therefor, constitute unprofessional conduct under Business and
Professions Code section 2242(a). Such unproféssiohal éonduct is
grounds for disciplinary action pufsuant tolBusiness and |
Professions Code sections 2234, 2220. |

VI

25. Business and Professions Code seétion 2227 stgﬁes
in pertinent part that:

"A licensee whose matter has been heard by the Division

_ of Medical Quality, . . . or by an administrative law'judge,

or whose default has been entered, and who is found guilty
may, in accordance with the provisions of this chapter:
(a) Have ﬁis of her certificate revoked upon order
of the division.
| (b) Have his or her right té practice suspended

for a period not to exceed one year upon order of the
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division . . .
(c) Be placed on probation upon order of the
division . . .
(d) Publicly reprimanded by the division . . .
(e) Have such other action taken in relation to
discipline as the division . . .or an administrative
law judge may deem proper. "
26. Business and Professions.Code section 2415(f)
requires that, “A fictitious-name permit issued to any licensee
in a solq practice is automatically revoked in the event the

licensee’s certificate to practice medicine . . .is revoked.”

VI
27. For the reasons set forth in paragraphé’z thiough
26, inclusive, good cause exists to impose discipline on the’
physician’s and surgeon’'s certificate and fictitious name permit

issued to respondent.

~NONN NN ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
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WHEREFORE, complainant prays that a hearing be held and |
that the Division of Medical Quality of the Board 6f Medical
Quality Assurance make its order:

1. Revqking Physiéian’s and Su:geon's Certificate No.
A38489, issued to Stefan Sﬁyder,‘M.D., aka Stefan'Sznajder, M.D..

2. Revoking Fictitious Name Permit No. P-13531, issued
to Stefan Snyder, M.D., dba Alpha Health Care Medical Group.

3. Taking such other and further action as may be
deemed proper and appropriate.

DATED: October 6, 1989

. . Vel
KENNETH{: J. WAGSTAYF\
Executive Director
Board of Medical Quality Assurance
Department of Consumer Affairs
State of California

Complainant

10.




